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Many international schools develop a formal written language 
policy to address language learning and use.  Additionally, 
schools often develop a language policy as part of an 
authorization and or accreditation process.  Although a school 
may have a formal written language policy, sometimes 
teachers are unaware the policy exists.  The purpose of this 
study was to examine teacher knowledge of language policy in 
English-medium international schools in East Asia. Additionally, 
the researchers explored whether there were differences in 
teacher knowledge of language policy between schools that 
have an affiliation with CIS, IB, and ACS WASC and schools with 
no affiliation. Further, the researchers examined how often 
teachers followed the language policy and if the policy defined 
the roles of teachers. This quantitative survey-based study had 
544 participants, of whom 387 were teachers. The main finding 
revealed that a sizeable percentage of teachers reported that 
their school does not have a formal written language policy or 
were unsure if one exists.  Additional findings revealed 
similarities in language policy knowledge between CIS and IB 
schools and schools with no affiliation.  Further, less than half 
of the teachers follow the language policy consistently, and 
many policies do not specify teacher roles. 
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As of December 2019, ISC Research (2019) reported there were more than 11,000 international 
schools worldwide and earlier predicted that the number of international schools will rise to 
16,000 by the year 2026 with an enrollment of 8.75 million students (Independent Education 
Today, 2016).  While international schools traditionally served children of expatriates, a change 
in the demographics of international schools has occurred, and more than 80% of the student 
enrollment of international schools worldwide consists of local students (Lewandowski, 2012; 
ICEF Monitor, 2013; ISC Research, 2019).  Because English has become a global language, local 
parents often seek to enroll their children in English-medium international schools as a means 




With the rapid expansion in the international school market, some schools find themselves 
facing formidable competition for enrollment. As a result, establishing institutional legitimacy is 
a priority of many international schools (Bunnell, Fertig, & James, 2016; 2017), with some 
schools seeking accreditation as a means of remaining competitive and differentiating 
themselves in such a competitive market (Machin, 2017).  Additionally, parents view school 
accreditation or affiliation with organizations such as the Council of International Schools (CIS), 
International Baccalaureate (IB), and the Accrediting Commission for Schools, Western 
Association of Schools and Colleges (ACS WASC) as ensuring that a school is of high quality (ISC 
Research, 2018). 
The decision for a school to seek authorization or accreditation can be a lengthy and 
arduous task.  As part of the processes for obtaining authorization or accreditation status, 
schools gather evidence in the form of artifacts and evidence.  Artifacts and evidence often 
include policy documents, including a formal written language policy.  For example, formally 
written language policy development and implementation is a requirement for schools 
employing one or more of the International Baccalaureate programs (Wiley & García, 2016).  
While a school may have a language policy on record, various stakeholders of the community 
may be unaware of the policy (Lehman, 2017; Lehman, 2020).  Therefore, the problem is that 
some schools are submitting language policies as evidence for accreditation and authorization 
but are failing to implement the policy. 
 
Purpose and Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to examine teacher knowledge of language policy in English-
medium international schools in East Asia. Additionally, the researchers sought to explore 
whether there were differences in teacher knowledge of language policy between schools that 
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have an affiliation with CIS, IB, and ACS WASC and schools with no affiliation. Further, the 
researchers sought to examine how often teachers followed the language policy and if the policy 
defined the roles of teachers. 
The researchers developed four research questions to examine the current state of 
language policy in English-medium international schools in East Asia.  The first question explored 
teacher knowledge of the language policy in their school.  The second question sought to 
understand whether there were differences in teacher knowledge of language policy between 
schools that have an affiliation with CIS, IB, and ACS WASC and schools that have no affiliation.  
The third question examined the level of teacher adherence to language policy in schools that 
have a formal written language policy.  The fourth question explored how often a formal written 
language policy defined the roles of the classroom teacher and ESL/EAL/ELD/TESOL teachers. 
1) What is the current state of teacher knowledge of language policy in English-medium 
international schools in East Asia? 
2) What are the differences in teacher knowledge of school language policy between 
English-medium international schools in East Asia that have an affiliation with CIS, IB, or 
ACS WASC and schools that have no affiliation? (Some schools have more than one 
affiliation) 
3) If a school has a formal written language policy, how often are the teachers following the 
language policy? 
4) If a school has a formal written language policy, are the roles of the classroom teachers 
and ESL/EAL/ELD/TESOL teachers defined in the policy? 
 
Language Policy 
With an increasing enrollment of students whose native languages are not English, a school may 
perceive a need for a transparent formal written language policy.  A formal school language 
policy should state the what, how, and why of instruction (Ricento & Hornberger, 1996).  Baldauf 
(1993) asserted that “language policy represents the decision-making process, formally stated 
or implicit, used to decide which languages will be taught to (or learned by) whom for what 
purposes” (Baldauf, 1993, p. 83).  Unfortunately, a single ready-made language policy for all 
schools to use does not exist (Fee, Liu, Duggan, Arias, & Wiley, 2014).  Although a school may or 
may not have a formal written language policy, “unwritten policy exists in the tacit practices of 
its teachers and administrators, and it can be inferred from their interactions with students” 
(Corson, 1999, p. 3).  Regardless of whether a formal written language policy exists in a school, 
teachers will choose to follow, create, or recreate policy in their classrooms, sometimes at the 
detriment of the students (Menken, 2008; Shohamy, 2006; Throop, 2007). 
Traditionally, administrators created a policy with the expectation that teachers and 
students would adhere to the requirements of the policy (Gacheche, 2010) and without 
studying, monitoring, and evaluating the policy to ensure that the students and school benefit 
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from the policy (Fee et al., 2014; Rubin, 1971; Strunc, 2020).  Often administrators will create a 
policy and consider the announcement of the policy as being the end of the policy planning 
process (Darling-Hammond, 1990), failing to understand the need for implementation 
(Anderson, 2003; Kennedy, 1982).  As such, the policy becomes nothing more than a policy 
statement or a paper policy.  Although the policy may be implemented, the implementation of 
a policy does not guarantee understanding and compliance (Darling-Hammond, 1990; Duggan, 
2017; García & Menken, 2010; Shohamy, 2006).  Additionally, school language policies are 
sometimes ambiguous and may lack specific details that can lead to stakeholder understanding 
(Lehman, 2017; McClelland, 2001) or require teacher interpretation of the policy (Duggan, 2017; 
Timberlake, 2020; Varghese & Stritikus, 2005).  Lastly, because power imbalances exist within 
many schools (Carder, 2013), language policies that specify roles can avoid confusion and 
alleviate power imbalances often experienced by ESL/EAL/ELD/TESOL specialist teachers. 
 
Accreditation, Authorization, and Affiliation 
The Council of International Schools (CIS) is a membership community that provides 
accreditation for member schools.  According to the membership standards for the Council of 
International Schools, CIS (2019a) states that “the school has documented effective written 
policies to safeguard and promote the welfare of all enrolled students” (sect. 5).  Also, CIS 
awards accreditation status to a school that has “achieved high standards of professional 
performance in international education and has a commitment to continuous improvement” 
(CIS, 2019b, sect. 2).  According to the Governance and Management Section of a CIS 
Accreditation Visiting Team Report, section C.6 states that “The governing body shall have 
clearly formulated policies set out in a policy manual to give consistency and order to its 
operations, and it shall ensure that these policies are understood by the school community.”  
Further, CIS states that accreditation status is awarded when a school has “thought deeply 
about the services it offers to students, family, and community” and when a school shows that 
it “focuses on the quality of teaching, student learning, as well as student safeguarding and well-
being” (CIS, 2019b, sect. 2).  CIS boasts of having “a peer-based model that brings together 
international educators from across the world of CIS-accredited schools” (CIS, 2019b, sect 1).  
To serve as an accreditation team member and audit a school applying for CIS accreditation, a 
person must have an “affiliation with a CIS Member or CIS accredited school” (CIS, 2019c, sect. 
2). 
The International Baccalaureate (IB) is an international educational foundation that offers 
four educational programmes.  These programmes are the PYP, MYP, DP, and CP.  According to 
IB (2011; 2014), any school using the PYP, MYP, or DP programmes is required to have a 
language policy.  IB asserts that each school using one of the programmes “has developed and 
implements a language policy that is consistent with IB expectations” (IB, 2014, p. 8).  This 
assertion is stated three more times in the same publication and in another IB publication that 
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provides guidelines for developing a school language policy (IB, 2011).  Although IB does not 
offer accreditation, schools must receive authorization from IB before offering one or more of 
the IB programmes. 
The Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) is an association that offers 
accreditation to schools in the western part of the United States.  Through the Accrediting 
Commission for Schools, Western Association of Schools and Colleges (ACS WASC), ACS WASC 
offers accreditation services to schools below the college and university levels worldwide, 
including international schools in Asia. According to ACS WASC (2018), there are two primary 
goals for accreditation, and these goals are “certification to the stakeholders and public that the 
school is a trustworthy institution of learning [and] the improvement of the school’s programs 
and operations to support student learning” (p. 1).  As one of the conditions of eligibility for 
accreditation, ACS WASC (2018) states  
The school has qualified instructional staff for all the subject and program/grade levels. 
The majority of teachers are fluent in English and potentially other languages. In addition 
the qualified staff members have had training and experience in the facilitation of English 
language acquisition in the areas of reading, writing, listening and speaking. (p. 6) 
In the self-study report for accreditation in Thailand in accordance with the requirements of the 
Office for National Education Standards and Quality Assessment (ONESQA), ACS WASC states 
“necessary evidence will be observed and may be collected; for instance, assessment data, 
assessment rubrics, report progress, achievement test results, interviews, homework and work 
assignments, language policy and assessment policy, etc.” (ACS WASC, 2016, p. 59).  
METHODOLOGY 
Participants 
A random sampling was utilized as school websites were searched and mined for names and 
contact information for potential participants.  Participants of this study were targeted because 
they were teachers and administrators in English-medium international schools in East Asian 
countries.  The researchers sent a single email with an introduction and a web link to a survey 
hosted by Survey Monkey to 5473 potential participants in more than 500 schools.  There was 
a total of 544 (N=544) participants, of whom 157 were administrators and 387 teachers.  
Although there were participants from 15 countries and city-states, the researchers had initially 
targeted seventeen; however, the researchers did not receive any responses from potential 
participants in the two countries of Myanmar and Nepal.  The researchers primarily used the 
websites for Search Associates, International School Review, and East Asia Regional Council of 
School (EARCOS) to define geographical limits and to develop a list of international schools to 
target.  Search Associates is an international school recruitment organization; International 
School Review is a website that provides a platform for stakeholders to post reviews of 
international schools, English-medium schools, and international programs; EARCOS is an 
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organization of international schools in East Asia.  Additional resources for locating names of 
international schools included Internet searches, LinkedIn profiles, and other entities that 
provide information and services for expatriates in foreign countries.  Table 1 provides 
geographical locations and data for both administrators and teachers. 
 




a formal written 
language policy 
Participants without 
a formal written 
language policy 
Participants with no 
knowledge of a formal 
written language policy* 
Total 
Cambodia 3 2 2 7 
China 115 26 28 169 
East Timor 2 0 0 2 
Hong Kong 17 1 3 21 
Indonesia 20 4 2 26 
Japan 26 5 2 33 
Laos 1 0 0 1 
Malaysia 21 4 9 34 
Mongolia 6 2 3 11 
Philippines 15 0 5 20 
Singapore 16 1 3 20 
South Korea 37 3 7 47 
Taiwan 22 3 9 34 
Thailand 38 15 11 64 
Vietnam 29 13 13 55 
Total 368 79 97 544 
* Only teachers 
 
Design 
The researchers used an observational quantitative research design that employed a cross-
sectional survey to gather data (Creswell, 2012).  With a cross-sectional survey design, the 
researchers do not manipulate a variable but instead seek to capture data at a single point in 
time.  According to Hornberger (2015), a survey is one way to study language policy, and 
because this study involved participants from fifteen countries and city-states in East Asia, an 
electronic survey was used to gather data. 
Instrument 
The current study reports unreported data acquired during a more extensive study for a doctoral 
dissertation.  For the original study, the researchers used the Teaching and Learning 
International Survey (TALIS) questionnaire developed by the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) as a guide for the survey.  According to He and Kubacka 
(2015), the TALIS questionnaire passed rigorous validation protocols in its development.  
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Additionally, experts in the field were used to establish content validity (Creswell, 2012; Salkind, 
2013). 
As part of the original study, the researchers used two different surveys, one for 
administrators and one for teachers.  All questions were nominal or ordinal (see Table 2.  Also, 
see Appendix).  The Likert type question contained five points, not including two points, which 
served as disqualifiers.  None of the questions in the survey were mandatory.  Lastly, the original 
study received IRB approval through the university in which the primary researcher was 
pursuing a doctoral degree in educational leadership. 
Table 2. Survey Questions and Research Questions 
Question Administrators Teachers 
#1 Nominal Language policy 
(Yes or No) 
Language policy 
(Yes, No, or I do not know) 
#2 Nominal Accreditation information Accreditation information 
#3 Likert NA Follow the policy 
#4 Nominal Teacher roles defined in the 
policy 




The researchers used SPSS software (v. 25) to perform Pearson chi-square tests (χ²) with an 
alpha level of .05.  The Pearson chi-square test is a nonparametric test used to measure the 
distribution of frequencies (Salkind, 2013).  Additionally, the Pearson chi-square test can 
evaluate nominal data (Creswell, 2012).  All data analyzed with Pearson chi-square tests met the 
assumptions as specified by McHugh (2013). 
RESULTS 
In the first survey question, of the 157 administrator participants, 129 (82.2%) answered that 
there was a formal written language policy in their school, while 28 (17.8%) administrator 
participants revealed that there was not a formal written language policy in their school.  Also, 
in the first question of the survey and for the first research question, of the 387 teacher 
participants, 61.5% reported there was a formal written language policy in their school.  Fifty-
two of the teacher responses representing 13.4% revealed there was no formal written 
language policy.  Lastly, 25.1% of the teacher participants chose to answer they did not know if 
there was a formal written language policy in their school (see Table 3).  In the first question of 
the survey, administrators were only given the options of yes or no, while teachers were 
provided with an extra option of answering that they did not know. 
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Table 3. Teacher Knowledge of Language Policy (n=387) 
Knowledge of Policy  Teacher Participants Percent 
Yes 238 61.5% 
No 52 13.4% 
I do not know 97 25.1% 
Total 387 100% 
 
The second research question sought to investigate differences in teacher knowledge of 
language policy between English-medium international schools in East Asia that have an 
affiliation with IB, CIS, or ACS WASC and schools that have no affiliation.  Table 4 provides a 
breakdown of the teachers’ answers for the second survey question concerning school 
affiliation with CIS, IB, ACS WASC, or no affiliation combined with their knowledge of the 
language policy in their school. 
 
Table 4. Teacher Knowledge of Language Policy by Affiliation* 
Affiliation Yes No Do Not Know Total 
CIS 87 = 61.7% 17 = 12.1% 37 = 26.2% 141 
IB 122 = 65.6% 20 = 10.8% 44 = 23.7% 186 
ACS WASC 112 = 70.0% 19 = 11.9% 29 = 18.1% 160 
No affiliation 31 = 46.3% 16 = 23.9% 20 = 29.9% 67 
* Some teachers were in schools that have more than one affiliation. 
 
The results of a Pearson chi-square test revealed that there was no statistically significant 
difference in teacher knowledge of the language policy between schools that have no affiliation 
with  CIS (Group 1: n = 246) and schools affiliated with CIS (Group 2: n = 141), X2 (2, N = 387) = 
0.438, p = 0.803 (see Figure 1). 
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The results of a Pearson chi-square test revealed that there was no statistically significant 
difference in teacher knowledge of the language policy between schools that have no affiliation 
with  IB (Group 1: n = 201) and schools affiliated with IB (Group 2: n = 186), X2 (2, N = 387) = 
3.179, p = 0.204 (see Figure 2). 
 
Figure 2. Teacher knowledge of language policy in IB schools vs. non-IB schools 
 
The results of a Pearson chi-square test revealed that there was a statistically significant 
difference in teacher knowledge of the language policy between schools that have no affiliation 
with ACS WASC (Group 1: n = 227) and schools affiliated with ACS WASC (Group 2: n = 160), X2 
(2, N = 387) = 8.942, p = 0.011 (see Figure 3). 
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A fourth Pearson chi-square test measured the difference between schools that had no 
affiliation with CIS, IB, or ACS WASC and schools that were affiliated with CIS, IB, or ACS WASC.  
The results of a Pearson chi-square test revealed that there was a statistically significant 
difference in teacher knowledge of the language policy between schools that have an affiliation 
with CIS, IB, or ACS WASC (Group 1: n = 320) and schools without an affiliation with CIS, IB, or 
ACS WASC (Group 2: n = 67), X2 (2, N = 387) = 10.374, p = 0.006 (see Figure 4). 
 
Figure 4.  Teacher knowledge of language policy in affiliated schools vs. non-affiliated schools 
 
The third question sought to investigate how often teachers follow the school language 
policy.  Of the 238 teacher participants who responded by answering their school had a formal 
written language policy, 232 provided an answer to what degree they followed the language 
policy.  Ninety-eight or 42.2% of the 232 respondents revealed they followed the policy 
consistently, and 36.6% responded that they followed the policy most of the time.  Thirty-nine 
teachers chose to answer that they followed the policy to some extent while five teachers 
revealed they followed the policy very little, and an equal number revealed they do not follow 
the policy at all (see Table 5). 
 
Table 5. Teachers Following Language Policy (n=232) 
Degree of adherence Number of teachers Percentage  
Do not follow the policy 5 2.2% 
Very little 5 2.2% 
Some extent 39 16.8% 
Most of the time 85 36.6% 
Consistently 98 42.2% 
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The final research question sought to investigate how often the school language policy 
defines the roles of the classroom teachers and the ESL/EAL/ELD/TESOL teachers.  Of the 544 
participants, including administrators and teachers, 365 participants revealed that their school 
had a formal written language policy.  Of those 365 participants, 363 chose to respond to the 
question asking if the roles of the classroom teachers and ESL/EAL/ELD/TESOL teachers were 
defined within the language policy.  Of the 363 who chose to respond,  196 answered that the 
roles were defined.  Answering that the roles were not defined were 116, and 51 responded 
that they did not know if the roles were specified (see Table 6). 
 
Table 6. Roles Defined in Language Policy (n=363) 
Administrators & Teachers Yes No Do Not Know Total 
All respondents 196 116 51 363 
Percentage 54% 32% 14% 100% 
DISCUSSION 
The data revealed in Table 3 shows 38.5% percent of teachers in international schools in East 
Asia are either aware that their school does not have a formal written language policy or are 
unaware of whether such a policy exists in their school.  While it has been reported that more 
than 80% of the student enrollment of international schools worldwide consists of local students 
(ICEF Monitor, 2013; ISC Research, 2019; Lewandowski, 2012), the percentage of non-native 
English-speaking enrollment in many international schools in East Asia is often much higher, 
sometimes being 100%.  As such, a formal written language policy can provide a school with a 
clear plan for the use of language(s) within the school community. 
As the international school market expands and schools compete against one another for 
enrollment, many schools strive to establish institutional legitimacy by acquiring 
accreditation(s) and or authorization(s) from various organizations and entities.  As part of the 
processes for obtaining authorization or accreditation status, schools often develop a formal 
written language policy.  According to Bunnell et al. (2016), international schools place a high 
priority on establishing institutional legitimacy.  Moreover, Machin (2017) discussed how 
international schools are always striving to differentiate themselves to stay competitive, and 
accreditation is one method schools may seek to distinguish themselves from others in the 
marketplace.  While Macdonald (2007) asserted that one could argue that IB was a dominant 
factor of differentiation in the international school market, it can now be seen as being an 
enabler.  Although schools may be striving to differentiate themselves, the question arises as to 
whether such actions by some schools are merely superficial. 
Analysis of the data further revealed that many teachers are working in international 
schools affiliated with CIS, IB, or ACS WASC that do not have a formal written language policy or 
have not provided teachers with enough information, training, or support to know if a policy 
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does exist.  When the numbers are combined, a sizeable percentage of participants is revealed 
(see Table 7). 
 
Table 7. Teacher Knowledge of Language Policy by Affiliation* 
with No and Do Not Know Combined 
Affiliation Yes No and Do Not 
Know Combined  
Total 
CIS 87 = 61.7% 54 = 38.3% 141 
IB 122 = 65.6% 64 = 34.4% 186 
ACS WASC 112 = 70.0% 48 = 30.0% 160 
No affiliation 31 = 46.3% 36 = 53.7% 67 
*Some participants were in schools with more than one affiliation 
 
While IB specifically calls for authorized schools to have a written language policy, CIS and 
ACS WASC, to the researchers’ knowledge, do not.  However, section C.6 of the CIS Accreditation 
Visiting Team Report asserts there should be a policy manual containing policies that are 
understood by the school community. Additionally, CIS states that accreditation is awarded 
when a school has “thought deeply about the services it offers to students, family, and 
community” (CIS, 2019b, sect. 2).  In the self-study report for ACS WASC accreditation in 
Thailand, language policy is listed as an example of necessary evidence.  Considering 38.3% of 
the teacher participants in CIS schools, 34.4% of the teacher participants in IB schools, and 30.0% 
of the teacher participants in ACS WASC schools revealed there was either no policy or lacked 
knowledge of a policy points to the possibility that some language policies are nothing more 
than policy statements or paper policies. 
Overall, the lack of language policy or knowledge of policy in non-affiliated schools was 
above fifty percent.  However, the percentages of teachers in schools affiliated with CIS, IB, and 
ACS WASC answering there was no policy or did not know if a policy existed is disturbing.  
Teachers revealing that there is not a policy or not knowing if a policy exists in CIS, IB, or ACS 
WASC affiliated schools suggests the possibility of poor policy implementation by school 
administrators or outright negligence.  These situations are extremely concerning, especially 
when parents view authorization and accreditation as indicators of schools being good (ISC 
Research, 2018), thus warranting the payment of high tuition fees. Moreover, the data further 
indicates there is the potential for oversight during the accreditation and authorization 
proceedings of CIS, IB, and ACS WASC. 
Of additional concern is the number of teachers who are not consistently following the 
formal written language policy in the schools that have a policy.  Only 42.2% of teacher 
participants in schools with a formal written language policy responded that they consistently 
followed the policy, which means the remaining 57.8% are not consistently following the formal 
written language policy in their school to one degree or another (see Table 5).  Understanding 
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why teachers are following the language policy or why not is an important task each school 
should engage in during the policy cycle (Anderson, 2003). 
Classroom teachers, especially those new to international schools, may succumb to 
feelings of being overwhelmed due to their lack of training in working with English language 
learners (Walker, Shafter, & Iiams, 2004) or lack of organizational support (Varghese & Stritikus, 
2005).  Some teachers in schools with a formal written language policy may not follow the policy 
consistently because they disagree with the language policy or make decisions based on their 
understandings (Duggan, 2017; Throop, 2007; Varghese & Stritikus, 2005).  Although schools 
that have a formal written language policy tend to provide a higher frequency of language-
specific professional development for school staff, this development may not be in a form 
needed to sustain language policy implementation (Lehman, 2019).  Considering the high 
numbers of local students that are attending international schools (ICEF Monitor, 2013; ISC 
Research, 2019; Lewandowski, 2012), teachers should receive training concerning language 
policy and the implementation of the language policy. 
According to Ricento and Hornberger (1996), a formal written language policy should state 
the what, how, and why of instruction.  Additionally, a formal written language policy should 
specify when, how often, and what kind of language-specific professional development will 
occur to support the implementation of the language policy.  According to Table 6, 54% of 
participants in schools with a formal written language policy answered that the policy specified 
the roles of the classroom teachers and the ESL/EAL/ELD/TESOL teachers.  On the contrary, 46% 
of the participants in schools with a formal written language policy either said no or did not 
know if the roles of the classroom teachers and the ESL/EAL/ELD/TESOL teachers were specified 
(see Table 6).  Stating the how in a school language policy involves defining the roles of the 
classroom teachers and the ESL/EAL/ELD/TESOL specialist teachers working with English 
language learners, especially in schools that use a second language acquisition (SLA) 
instructional model incorporating push-in support.  Specifying the roles may avoid confusion 
and power imbalances that can affect both teachers and students (Carder, 2013; Lehman, 2017). 
CONCLUSION 
The main finding of the study revealed that 38.5% percent of teachers in international schools 
in East Asia reported that their school either does not have a formal written language policy or 
were unsure if one exists.  Another finding of the study revealed that 38.3% of teachers in 
schools affiliated with CIS, 34.4% affiliated with IB, and 30.0% affiliated with ACS WASC reported 
that their school either does not have a formal written language policy or were unsure if one 
exists.  Also, the researchers found similarities in language policy knowledge between CIS and 
IB schools and schools with no affiliation.  Additionally, the researchers found that only 42.2% 
of the teacher participants in schools with a formal written language policy followed the policy 
consistently.  Lastly, only 54% of the participants in schools with a formal written language policy 
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revealed that the language policy specified the roles of the classroom teachers and the 
ESL/EAL/ELD/TESOL teachers. 
 
Assumptions and Limitations 
The researchers assumed that participants answered the survey questions truthfully.  The 
researchers further assumed that participants participated and responded to questions in the 
capacity of being a professional educator.  This study was limited to participants for which 
contact information could be located on the Internet.  Another limitation of this study is that 




The findings of this study should call into question the practices of school leadership and entities 
offering authorization or accreditation to international schools.  The researchers recommend 
that schools with formal written language policies ensure that all stakeholders are aware of the 
existence and contents of the policy.  Additionally, the researchers recommend that 
international schools with formal written language policies examine their processes for ensuring 
the policy is fully implemented and experiences regular evaluation.  Also, the researchers 
recommend schools without formal written language policies establish a steering committee to 
develop and implement a formal written language policy for their school community.  The 
researchers encourage further research into the authorization and accreditation processes of 
not only CIS, IB, and ACS WASC, but also other entities that offer similar services to international 
schools.  Additionally, the researchers encourage further research to discover why teachers in 
international schools decide to follow or not to follow a formal written language policy. 
 
Closing Remarks 
This study occurred as a result of the observations made by the primary researcher while 
working in international schools in East Asia.  In closing, the primary researcher asserts that 
some administrators and schools are submitting language policies as artifacts or evidence 
without ever implementing the policies.  The primary researcher further posits that members 
of authorization or accreditation teams are not looking deep enough for proof of policy 
implementation.  Lastly, the primary researcher calls into question the peer-review processes 
used by accrediting and authorizing entities since members of peer-review teams could consist 
of administrators who may not have adequately developed and or implemented school policies 
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The following were survey questions analyzed in the present study.  Administrators were not 
provided with the third option in question one.  Also, administrators were not asked question 
three.   
 
1. Does your school have a formal written language policy? 
1) Yes 
2) No  
3) I do not know 
 
2. Does your school maintain membership or accreditation status with any of the following 
organizations? (Mark all that apply) 
1) Council of International Schools 
2) International Baccalaureate 
3) Western Association of Schools and Colleges 
4) No 
 
3. If your school has a formal written language policy, do you follow the policy? 
1) There is no language policy  
2) I do not know if there is a language policy 
3) I do not follow the policy 
4) Very little 
5) To some extent 
6) Most of the time 
7) Consistently 
 
4. Does the language policy specifically state the roles of the classroom teachers and the 
ESL/EAL/ELD/TESOL specialist teachers? 
1) Yes 
2) No 
3) No language policy 
4) I do not know 
 
